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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-19, 39, 57-60 are pending. 

Claim Rejections -35 use §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-8, 15, 18-19 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Nevo et al (U.S. Patent No. 5946666) (hereinafter referred to as Nevo). 

Re Claims 1,18 and 60: Nevo teaches a method for execution by a data processor, the method 
comprising the steps of: providing a user interface for selecting two or more financial products 
for comparison as funding sources for a financial plan, with at least two financial products being 
of a different class such that they have a different set of attributes, and each financial product 
having values corresponding to the set of attributes (Col. 4, lines 17-34 and 63-67); retrieving the 
attribute values from a storage location for each of the selected financial products (col. 13, lines 
13-15); querying a user through the user interface for weights to be assigned to each of the 
attributes; assigning the weights to the attributes; generating a weighted product score for each 
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financial product by the weights to the assigned attributes associated with each financial product 
(col. 7, lines 1-35, col. 10, lines 24-57; Fig. 2, RN{52} and {54}); and presenting the weighted 
product scores to a user, the weighted product scores serving as a comparison of tradeoffs 
associated with each of the financial products (Fig. 2 RN{68}). 

Re Claim 2: Nevo teaches the step comprising: changing the assigned weight for at least one of 
the attributes to compare financial tradeoffs (col. 7, lines 11-13). 

Re Claim 3: Nevo teaches the step comprising: scaling the values for each attribute, and wherein 
scaling the values for each attribute further comprises: identifying a maximum value and a 
minimum value fi"om the selected financial products for an attribute; calculating an adjusted 
maximum value and an adjusted minimum value by applying the a dispersion factor to the 
maximum and minimum values; calculating an adjusted range from the adjusted maximum and 
minimum values; and generating a relative attribute score from the adjusted range for each 
financial product resulting in a set of relative attribute scores for the attribute being dispersed 
within the adjusted range (col. 8, lines 18-33). 

Re Claim 4: Nevo teaches the step comprising: populating one or more of the attributes for the 
financial products with grades from one or more financial databases, the databases providing a 
comparative grade of financial strength of financial product carriers; and converting the grades 
into numeric values (col. 3, lines 66- col. 4, lines 7 and col. 4, lines 35-38). 
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Re Claims 5 and 6: Nevo teaches the step comprising: populating one or more of the attributes of 
the financial products with values from a financial product illustration system, the system 
projecting values of each of the financial products; and populating one or more of the attributes 
of the financial products with subjective scores from a user (Figs. 5 and 6). 

Re Claims 7 and 8: Nevo teaches the step comprising: grouping the set of attributes into 
categories; and assigning a weight to each of the categories, wherein a summation of the weights 
of the attributes within a category is equal to the assigned weight of the category (col. 11, lines 
16-20). 

Re claim 15: Nevo teaches the step wherein the two or more financial products are compared for 
individual financial planning (col. 4, lines 65- col. 5, lines 6). 

Re Claim 19: Nevo teaches the step wherein the security includes a mutual fund (col 4, lines 51- 
52) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 9-10, 16 and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nevo as applied to claims above, in view of Powers et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6684190) (hereinafter 
referred to as Powers) 

Re claims 9-10, 16 and 59: Nevo does not explicitly teach contractual features and at least one of 
the financial products includes a life insurance policy. Powers teaches contractual features (col. 
2, lines 9-23) and at least one of the financial products includes a life insurance policy (col. 3, 
lines 66-col. 4, lines 6). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Nevo to include contractual features and at least one of the 
financial products includes a life insurance policy as taught by Power as part of the financial 
analysis to allow the user evaluate such financial product. 

Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nevo as applied 
to claims above. 
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Nevo does not explicitly teach dispersion factor. However, Nevo teaches deviation 
indicator (Abstract). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify Nevo to include dispersion factor as a measure of central 
tendency (the degree of dispersion can be adjusted depending on design choice). 

Claims 14, 57 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nevo as applied to claims above, in view of Davis (U.S. Patent Application No. 20010049612) 
(hereinafter referred to as Davis). 

Nevo does not explicitly teach selecting a non-qualified supplemental benefits plan. Davis 
teaches selecting a non-qualified supplemental benefits plan (section [0031]). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the tirrie of the invention to modify Nevo 
to include selecting a non-qualified supplemental benefits plan as taught by Davis so that the 
user can decide on the best option. 

Claims 1 1 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nevo in 
view of Powers as applied to claims above, and further in view of Ryan et al. (U. S. Patent No. 
5802500) (hereinafter referred to as Ryan). 

Nevo in combination with Powers do not expressly teach cash flow with discounted value, 
internal rate of return, after tax considerations; and corporate owned life insurance policy. 
Ryan teaches cash flow with discounted value, internal rate of return, after tax considerations; 
and corporate owned life insurance policy (col. 14, lines 9-55). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Nevo in combination with Power to include cash flow with discounted 
value, internal rate of return, after tax considerations; and corporate owned life insurance policy 
as taught by Ryan make the system more efficient. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nevo in view of 
Powers as applied to claims above, and fiirther in view of Detore et al. (U. S. Patent No. 
4975840) (hereinafter referred to as Detore). 

Nevo in combination with Powers do not expressly teach subjective assessment of an 
underwriting offer. Detore teaches subjective assessment of an underwriting offer. Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Nevo in combination with Powers to include subjective assessment of an underwriting offer as 
taught by Detore so that the underwriting offer can be evaluated appropriately with respect to 
insurance coverage. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nevo in view of 
Power as applied to claims above, and further in view of Tyler et al. (U. S. Patent No. 5523942) 
(hereinafter referred to as Tyler). 

Furthermore, Power teaches mortality charge and expense charge guarantees. Nevo in 
combination with Power do not expressly teach de-MECing provisions. Tyler teaches de- 
MECing provisions (col. 45, lines 40-49). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Nevo in combination with Power to 
include de-MECing provisions as is commonly known in financial arts. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 12/1 1/2006 have been fiilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's argues that Nevo does not teach different products of different investment classes. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Nevo teaches blue chips fiinds can be compared to utilities 
stock (col. 4, lines 63 though col. 5, line 5). 

In response to applicant's argument that Nevo does not teach "financial products for comparison 
as a funding source", this recitation is for intended use. A recitation of the intended use of the 
claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the 
prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior 
art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. In a claim drawn 
to a process of making, the intended use must result in a manipulative difference as compared to 
prior art. See In re Casey, 370 F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 
937, 939, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 

In response to applicant's argument that Nevo does not teach assignment of weights to attributes, 
or the generation of a weighted score, examiner respectfully disagrees. Nevo at col. 10, lines 24- 
57 teaches these limitations. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Olabode Akintola whose telephone number is 571-272-3629. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30AM -5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alexander Kalinowski can be reached on 571-272-6771 . The fax phone number for. 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR.CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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